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DETAILED ACTION 

This Office Action is in response to an Amendment filed April 1 1 , 2005. Claims 1-33 are currently 
pending. Any rejection not set forth below has been overcome by the current Amendment. 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 19-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bassman et al. 
further in view of Lahr (US 2002/0046405). 

As per claim 19, although the system disclosed by Bassman et al. disclose 

• a remote management module located near a group of servers, having a first port for 
exchanging server management command and data signals with a server (see Fig. 1 and 
column 3, lines 54-60, where remote management module is considered computer 
system #1 of Fig. 1) and a second port for exchanging signals with a remote server 
management computer over a network (see Fig. 1 , and column 3, lines 38-46, where 
remote server management computer is considered Fig. 1 [17]), and 

• a bus, coupled to the first port of the remote management unit and each coupled to each 
server (see Fig. 1, RS-485), 

it fails to disclose a second remote management module near a group of servers, and a second bus for 
the second remote management module coupled to it's servers. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Bassman et al., as evidenced by Lahr. 
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In an analogous art, Lahr discloses that it would have been obvious to use two remote 
management modules located near a group of servers (see page 8, paragraph [0073], where the remote 
management modules are considered directors at the regional data centers). 

In considering the second bus, it would have been obvious for the second remote management 
module to have its own bus coupled to its own set of servers. 

Given the teaching of Lahr, a person having ordinary skill in the art would have readily recognized 
the desirability and advantages of modifying Bassman et al. by employing a second a remote 
management module, such as disclosed by Lahr, in order to manage two different server groups at two 
regionally different locations. 

As per claim 20, Bassman further discloses a port coupled to the second port of a remote 
management module coupled to a network (see column 3, lines 38-42). In addition as discussed above, 
Lahr suggests a switch having a port coupled to each of said second ports of remote management 
modules (see Lahr page 8, paragraph [0073], where a director at the master data center queries directors 
at the regional data centers implying a switch coupled to each director). 

As per claim 21 , Bassman et al. in view of Lahr disclose that the network is the Internet (see Lahr 
page 8, paragraph [0028]). 

3. Claims 22-28 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bassman et al. further 

in view of Day et al. (US 5,941 ,951). 

As per claim 22, although the system disclosed by Bassman et al. shows 

• a remote management module located near a group of servers, each remote 

management module having a first port for exchanging server management command 
and data signals with a server (see Fig. 1 and column 3, lines 54-60, where remote 
management module is considered computer system #1 of Fig. 1) and a second port for 
exchanging signals with a remote server management computer over a network (see Fig. 
1 , and column 3, lines 38-46, where remote server management computer is considered 
Fig- 1 [17]), 
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• a bus coupled to the first port of said first remote management unit and coupled to each 
server in said group of servers (see Fig. 1, RS-485), 

• whereby two servers in said group of servers may be remotely managed at essentially 
the same time (i.e. one remote management module can manage two servers at 
essentially the same time), 

it fails to disclose a second remote management module and a second bus coupled to each server in said 
group of servers. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Bassman et al., as evidenced by Day et al. 

In an analogous art, Day et al. disclose that it would have been obvious to incorporate a second 
remote management module (see column 6, lines 4-7, where second remote management module is 
considered the secondary automation system console). 

In considering the second bus, it would have been obvious to connect the bus of the second 
remote management module to the set of servers. 

Given the teaching of Day et al., a person having ordinary skill in the art would have readily 
recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Bassman et al. by employing a second remote 
management module, such as disclosed by Day et al., in order to provide a back up remote management 
module in case the first one fails. 

As per claim 23, Bassman et al. further disclose a port coupled to a second port of remote 
management module and coupled to a network (see column 3, lines 38-42). In addition, as discussed 
above, Day et al. suggests a second port remote management module having a port coupled to the 
second port and coupled to a network. Furthermore, Day et al. suggests a switch coupling both first and 
second remote management modules (see Fig. 4 [72]). 

As per claim 24, Bassman et al. in view of Day et al. further disclose that the network is the 
Internet (see Day et al. column 5, lines 48-65). 

As per claim 25, Bassman et al. further disclose that for each server, a local management 
controller coupling its associated server to a bus and converting server management status and video 
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data signals from its associated server to packetized signals coupled to said bus (see column 4, lines 12- 
43, and 64-67, where local management controller is considered the management circuit, that is located 
at each server). In addition, as discussed above, Day suggests a second bus to operate in the same 
manner. 

As per claim 26, Bassman et al. further disclose 

• a bus comprising a plurality of segments coupling said first port of a remote management 
module to each of said servers (see column 5, lines 41-47); and 

• a multiplexor for each server, having three ports, two of said ports coupling bus segments 
in series and the third port coupled to its associated server (see column 5, lines 35-39, 
and column 5, lines 24-28). 

In addition as discussed above, Day et al. suggests a second bus and multiplexor to operate in the same 
manner. 

As per claim 27, Bassman et al. further disclose 

• a control bus master coupled to said remote management module receiving a signal 
identifying a server to which the remote management module is to be connected (see 
column 6, lines 12-21), 

• a control bus slave for each of said servers and coupled to one of said multiplexors (see 
column 6, lines 21-25, where the slave is considered the management circuit), and 

• a control bus coupling said control bus master to each of said control bus slaves (see 
column 6, lines 12-25), 

• each said control bus slave responding to a signal on said control bus identifying the 
server associated with the multiplexor to which it is coupled by signaling said multiplexor 
to couple signals from the server to the bus (see column 6, lines 12-39). 

In addition as discussed above, Day et al. suggests a second bus master and slave to operate in the 
same manner as disclosed by Bassman et al. 
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4. Claim 28 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bassman et al. in view of 
Day et al. as applied to claim 27 above, and further in view of LaBerge (US 5,815,674). 

Although the system disclosed by Bassman et al. in view of Day et al. shows substantial features 
of the claimed invention (discussed above), it fails to disclose an arbitration bus. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Bassman et al. in view of Day et al., as evidenced by LaBerge. 

In an analogous art, LaBerge discloses an arbitration bus (see Fig. 2 [54]). 

Given the teaching of LaBerge, a person having ordinary skill in the art would have readily 
recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Bassman et al. in view of Day et al. by employing 
an arbitration bus, such as disclosed by LaBerge, in order to receive two signals from separate busses. 

5. Claims 29-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bassman et al. 
further in view of Kikinis (US 5,502,838). 

As per claim 29, Bassman et al. disclose 

• a remote management module located near a group of servers, the remote management 
module having a first port for exchanging server management command and data signals 
with a server (see Fig. 1 and column 3, lines 54-60, where remote management module 
is considered computer system #1 of Fig. 1), and a network port for exchanging signals 
with a remote server management computer (see Fig. 1 , and column 3, lines 38-46, 
where remote server management computer is considered Fig. 1 [17]), and 

• first data bus coupled to first data port of said remote management unit and to each of 
said servers (see Fig. 1, RS-485), 

• whereby two servers in said group of servers may be remotely managed at essentially 
the same time (i.e. one remote management module can manage two servers at 
essentially the same time). 
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it fails to disclose a second data port for exchanging data signals with a server, and a second 
data bus coupled to second data port of said remote management unit and to each of said servers. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Bassman et al., as evidenced by Kikinis 

In an analogous art, Kikinis discloses a remote management of multiple processors further 
showing that it would have been obvious to incorporate a second data port and a second data bus for 
exchanging information between the remote management unit and the servers (see Fig. 5, where two 
data ports and two data buses are exchanging information with a remote management unit). 

Given the teaching of Kikinis, a person having ordinary skill in the art would have readily 
recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Bassman et al. by employing a second data port 
and a second data bus, such as disclosed by Kikinis, in order to manage additional controls (i.e. one data 
port and bus for managing clock rate and another data port and bus for managing voltage). 

As per claim 30, Bassman et al. further disclose for each server, a local management controller 
having a first data port coupling its associated server to said first data bus and converting server 
management status and video data signals from its associated server to packetized signals coupled to 
said first bus (see Bassman et al. column 4, lines 12-43, and 64-67, where local management controller is 
considered the management circuit, that is located at each server, and rejection to claim 29). In addition 
as discussed above, Kikinis suggests the second data port and second data bus. Furthermore, given 
Kikinis's suggestion of managing additional controls as discussed above, it would have been obvious to 
include the second data port and data bus to manage different control lines. 

As per claim 31 , Bassman et al. further disclose a multiplexor for each server, each multiplexor 
coupling a local management controller first data port to a data bus (see column 5, lines 41-47). In 
addition as discussed above, Kikinis suggests a second data port and a second data bus. Furthermore, 
given Kikinis's suggestion of managing additional controls as discussed above, it would have been 
obvious to include a second multiplexor and data port to couple the local management controller to the 
second data bus. 

As per claim 32, Bassman et al. further disclose 
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• a control bus master coupled to a remote management module and having a control bus 
port (see column 6, lines 12-21), 

• a control bus slave associated with each of the servers, and each coupled to a 
multiplexor associated with the same server (see column 6, lines 21-25, where the slave 
is considered the management circuit), 

• a control bus coupled to said control bus master control bus port and coupled to each of 
said control bus slaves (see column 6, lines 12-25). 

In addition as discussed above, Kikinis suggests a second data port and a second data bus. 
Furthermore, given Kikinis's suggestion of managing additional controls as discussed above, it would 
have been obvious to include a control bus slave coupled to a second multiplexor associated with the 
same server. 

As per claim 33, Bassman et al. in view of Kikinis further disclose a second network port for 
exchanging signals with a remote server management computer (see Bassman column 4, lines 53-59). 

Allowable Subject Matter 

6. Claims 6-18 are allowed. 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments filed April 1 1 , 2005 in regards to claims 1 9-28 have been fully considered 
but they are not persuasive. 

A. Applicant contends that Lahr is nonanalogous art. 

B. Applicant contends that Day is nonanalogous art, and that Bassman in view of Day does not 
teach a system in which two servers may be managed at essentially the same time. 

8. Applicant's arguments, see pages 1 4 and 1 5, filed April 1 1 , 2005, with respect to the 
rejection(s)of claim(s) 29-33 under 103(a) have been fully considered and are persuasive. Therefore, the 
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rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made 
in view of Kikinis (US 5,502,838). 



9. In considering A. the Examiner respectfully disagrees. In response to applicant's argument that 
Lahr is nonanalogous art, it has been held that a prior art reference must either be in the field of 
applicant's endeavor or, if not, then be reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with which the 
applicant was concerned, in order to be relied upon as a basis for rejection of the claimed invention. See 
In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 24 USPQ2d 1443 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, Lahr teaches remotely 
managing servers using, wherein two remote management modules are considered directors regionally 
located near a group of servers (see column [0073]). Therefore one of ordinary skill in the art would be 
likely to use the teaching of Lahr, to locally manage a group of servers as well as manage them from a 
master level by querying the regional management modules. Finally, the functionality taught by Lahr can 
be implemented on an environment that requires managing servers from a remote location. 

10. In considering B. the Examiner respectfully disagrees. In response to applicant's argument that 
Day is nonanalogous art, it has been held that a prior art reference must either be in the field of 
applicant's endeavor or, if not, then be reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with which the 
applicant was concerned, in order to be relied upon as a basis for rejection of the claimed invention. See 
In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 24 USPQ2d 1443 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, Day teaches remotely 
managing servers using a second remote management modules, herein interpreted as a second 
automation system console (see column 6, lines 4-7). The managing of servers is analogous because 
the automation system controls data delivery from the servers to clients. Therefore, the functionality 
taught by Day can be implemented on an environment that requires managing servers from a remote 
location. Further, the claim does not rely on the second remote management module to manage two 
servers at essentially the same time. By virtue of using a data bus taught by Bassman, it is implied that 
the two servers can be managed at essentially the same time. 
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Conclusion 

11. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this Office 
action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of 
the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date 
of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action 
is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX 
MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Philip J. Chea whose telephone number is 571-272-3951 . The examiner can normally be 
reached on M-F 7:00-4:30 (1st Friday Off). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Glenn Burgess can be reached on 571-272-3949. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) 
at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Philip J Chea 
Examiner 
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